To: CTT.A (®sp. Fob c 'mith ) , 


'.'arch 5, 1??3 


iiav« previously discussed the possibility of writing articles, etc. 

r?or publication at the November anniversary. I’ve beer, thinking about this 
a nit more, and want to pass on ssjr recent thoughts. 

■ have beer, hoeing to take advantage of the anniversary ±fc interest to 
pet some new pee ole turned on - that is. X was thinking of turning one of my 
important (maybe ) leads over to some big-nane investigative reporter who coaid 


with the investigation (for which I h; 


noip at 

experience ) • -von though I oh 


aye neither resources nor 


iruc 


there are several leads which 1 know of 
which ± night lead to now information which wo all would consider very inner tant» 
• Tri t "°t sure they would bo of general interest enough to be publishable (and I 
nea n > Con uniters and .Automation ) . examples! the Alexis Xavison story? 
kkferotsefcrkiKn :-?K s relation to the PC and the Report (including the Ms&rson 
story about his plot against Castro which may have backfired). .Anyhow I haven’t 
done anythin.-; with these aas si a iA fcfe yj : possibilities yet. 

Another approach, which ilsd Crosby has indicated ho is interested in, lit 
involves a review/ retrospective article or series. This seems similar 
to -ob s idea of a published 'symposium. " I guess it would run into the sane 
problems, a large one being what to say about Garrison. 

.you hear from 
kind of project, 


I expect that some national media will be coin;- stories; if 
I would like to know. If anyone else gets involved In this 


I would like to 


,wo cents worth in. 


bod pointed out that the PC d wggHs l sfe x defenders will probably take advantage 
of the occasion to szpt defend the >" and point out how well it has hold up buck* 
over the years, ("br:,, -olin's place last year, xaxxx barren's : ,d interview.) 

I think we should anticipate this and counter it, I see the problem as being 
bow to endorse the crasrier critics (and where to draw the line). To, I think 
we should be ready to fall back to shooting down the >3? (if anyone ijdaaix trios 
to revive it). My idea hero is an article in the format of the wp's chapter on 
'Speculations and xss Tumors', the speculations being the Mb's conclusions and 
the reouttals based on facts from the ill's records. Me could easily cover each 
of the Commission's main xx points, and put in a half-dozen or so of the most 
solid rebuttals in each area. For this, we could solicit contributions from all 
the critics and si edit out the weaker ones. I know this doesn't sound like much 
but it would be easy to do and, I think, worthwhile. 

Another, somewhat flashier, approach would be to prepare an 2 C®as answer to 
the shsoqaee chores (made most recently by barren) that we haven't coas up safe 
with any new evidence. The complication is that most of the now stuff that the WC 
never oven heard of is not very solid. X 


aa someone said 1c 


hat 


wrong with the old evidence? ' *c could present some xwnfi goodies which the 
never saw as ixwnsfcs ± important (©.-.. * Davison* in L. *s notebook, the '.Action for 
^en ' «Jd, and lots more) and r:o into the suits under the F of t act (which directly 
concern nev evidence, and would give the presentation sewe current— ;vmis der tw ow y 
Is easy to do? let me know your responses. I hope .xsvsxn 
ss this ; I would be glad to halo. 
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